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FOREWORD

This monograph is recommended reading for officers in all branches of the armed
forces who are responsible for joint operations and planning for theater warfare. It is
of particular importance 1o officens assigned to joint or combined headquarters.

The importance of designing a command structure for warfighting canmet be
stressed cnough. History has shown misapplication of sound organizational
principles cian cause ncedless loss of life and equipment. Wary in the future will not
allow time o experiment with command structures; we must orgarize toduy to
iure success on the modemn battiefield tomorrow.

This monograph tells the story of how the US and allied military establishments
cxpernmented with command arrangements in World War [, Korea, and Vietnam.
It brietly descnibes the outcomes and outlines the pitfalls to avoid in future conflicts.
The contemporary view of US service doctrine for warfighting is of particular value
W military planners. It is service doctnine for, and perceptions of, warfighting that
shape our joint and combined command structure 1t s essential that all military
people understand the services” points of view Tor warfighting.

The tinal chapter of this monograph proposes o comniand structure Tor theater
wattwie  Thes structine s based upon histonical eapenence, serviees” doctrinal
stateiwents, vombimed  dociine, and contemporary thinking 1 comnwend  this
connnuand sttactuie ot your carciul consdeation.

The suthor is enuncntly guabihied o weite this study . He spent over 4 ycans on the
Asr Stalt work g jornt doctainal ivues and command arrangements with the Navy .
Muanne Corpa. Armay . and our allies. Additionally, Colonel Cardwell served as the
poancipal Air Foree amd US member to numerous NATO worbing groups dealing
with combined wartare (E977-X10 dhis extensing opetationial and stall expenemse
provade o umigue msaght anto problenn of commaml aml control of US and allicd
lotues o theatet wattare Cobonel Cardwell was sl ducctly involved in the Jont
Chiets of Staft discassions on conmand and control of taciical air durng sustained
apvrations anhore amd the Rapid Deployment Jomnt Task Forve  commund
attanpenwnts He bangs that eypenence into focus in this book

Cotents i s mosoprapl may appaear conttoveral ab imes amd may ot
ncvessandy telloct indnadual service dovtnime sod positioas, but the vomiments are
worthy ol yout vomedetations as the study was whtten Trom o gt pespectng and
o frony g sinphe swrviee vicw T this pant dawtnnal perspoctine that nabes the
monoptaph valuable tor nnhitany plannees and opweratoes.

1 highly tecommwend that this monograph be used in the peofesvonal nubian
teading proptam amd suppost it e nncduded i senns ofiiver oy relereme
niatetial

Ulblio L«)lmm

MIHLLIAMW
Gonvral, USAF L Retued
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Although the services claim to accept a similar doctrine of unity of command in
joint and combined operations, the United States has been unable to develop a
structure and policy thal permits effective implementation of a unified command.
The services moved from a concept of voluntary cooperation in World War Il to a
form of unificd command in Victnam. Since 1967, they have tended to revert to the
earlier form of voluntary cooperation. But voluntary cooperation is not the doctrine
specified in Juint Chicfs of Staff Publication 2, which outlines the doctrine and
principles formally sccepted by all the services.

Thisils"tudy develops a recommended command structure. It examines United
States Army. United States Navy, United States Marine Corps, United States Air
Force. and joint and combined doctrinal statements conceming the employment of
theater-assigned assetsa The purpose is to establish the organization to employ these
assets. The central quéstion this monograph will attempt to answer is: **What
organization should the Usited States use to employ land. naval, and air force assets
in a theater of operations™?""!

This monograph develops an organizational structure that is designed to provide
unified command of land. naval. and air assets assigned to a theater of operations as
prescribed in Joint Chiels of Staff Publication 2. It begins with a nistorical
examination of the organization for the command and control of theater-assigned
assets employed by the United States and its allies during World War 11, the Korean
war, and the Vietnam conflict. Next, it reviews the current Army. Navy.! Marine
Tog. and Air Force views on theater warfare and discusses joint and combined
&grinc for a theater warfare mgunizmiun.\Finally. it describes the organization |
believe the United States should use to c!mploy land. naval. and air forces in a
theater of operations. It should be noted the proposed organization is designed to
handle the employment of chemical, conventional. and nuclear weapons on the
battlefield.’

In reading this discussion of the US military’s quest for unity of command. one
must understand  the  fundamental  principles  that  undergird  doctrinal
pronouncements about the subject. The basic organizational principle for joint and
compined operations is that one commander should control the assigned forves, and
these forces should act as a joint team of land. naval. and air forces. This tenet,
which we call the principle of unity of command. is derived from history and should
be the basi for organizational arrangements.
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Another basic principle is centralized direction and decentralized execution. A
joint or combined organization must have a central control node for coordinating
efforts of the forces’ command and have subordinate nodes for the execution of
operation. Decentralized execution is based upon the theater commander's
guidance. Since no one commander can control the detailed action of the service
forces, component commanders execute the operations.

A third basic principle, closely related to the first, is unity of effort. This tenet
states that forces must be applicd so as to permit integrated, responsive, and
decisive application of military power. The organization must be capable of
supporting this principle of unity of effort. The key to an effective warfighting
organization is integrated effort.

These three principles are by no means all that apply to a warfighting
organization. Chapter 4 contains a more detailed listing of such principles.

Nine appendices are included to help the reader understand joint and combined
doctrines and service perceptions and doctrine. Appendices A and H contain
information on joint and combined warfare doctrine. Appendices B through E are
reports of interviews with the service Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Plans and
Operations. Appendices F and G contain views on an organization for theater
operations fram -+ rommander’s perspective. Appendix | contains additional
reference matenial in suppont of this monograph.

One problem military planners must overcome is the tendency to use the words
Army. Navy, Marine, or Air Force when developing joint organizational tenets for
the employment of service forces in a theater of operations. This tendency leads to
the development of joint organizations that only work in single, or uniservice,
operations.* Using this perspective is correct when developing service organizations
to support single service operativns; but when applied in the joint or combined
arcna.' use ol such descriptive service tags creates confusion and unmanageable
systems, and it does not contribute to the joint or combined organization for
warfighting. Defective organizations lose wars. When we violate sound principles
of organizing our forces for the most efficient and effective® command structure, we
court defeat.

The importance of theater assets in meeting «he Soviet threat demands a realistic
resolution of the issues surrounding unity of command. We can ill afford the luxury
of duplication of effort, inefficient and ineffective command structure, and
paruchial posthons when developing a theater command structure for winning
wan.” We must resolve the issues of a joint or combined command structure duning
peace before the structure is subjected to the stress of war. By using service joint
and combined doctrines, applying historical examples as reference points, and then
tesing these against the threat, the mulitary services will amrive at the best
orgamization to accomplish the mission of winning wars. It should be noted that
waihehting organizations are, by their very nature, the subject of varving views.
The process of guestioning, probing, analyzing. and proposing produces the
structure to employ US forces in a theater of operations. Intellectual debates on
how to employ US torces should be the comenstone of vur mihitary education
svatem. 10 in this sparet that Chapter 4 was wnitten. Professional nulitary officers

"
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should challenge the conclusions presented in an attempt to find a better system for
employing forces on the modern battlefield. It is hoped that this monograph will
stimulate that debate and provide the catalyst for further study on this important
topic.

A final wish is that this monograph will inspire students of warfighting to write
monographs on questions posed but unanswered by this study—questions such as:
How will our warfighiing organization affect weapon systems procurement? Do we
have the proper command and control linkages to support this organization? Do we
have a strategy for warfighting based upon the theater command structure?



NOTES

CRAPTER |

1. In the question, the phrase United States was deliberately sclected to show that a single service
problem is not being addressed but an issuc that deals with all the armed forces of the United States. No
single service has won a war by itsclf; it is a joint effort of all branches of the military. By looking at the
crucial question of force employment from a joiat perspective, a clearer picture emcrges of how o
organize for warfighting. It is from this perspective that this monograph is written.

2. The Navy and Marine Corps views deal with naval aviation in support of land operations and not
with maritime operations. It is interesting 0 note that Navy air-land operativns are conducted in an in-
support-of role and, therefore, fall under the jointly agreed operational procedures for conducting naval
sir-land operations. In-suppori-of is defincd as *'assisting or protecting another fornmation, unit, or
organization while remaining under original control** (JCS Publication 1, p. 197).

3. The “"how’" of nuclear, chemical, and conventional weapons employment is beyond the purview of
this monograph. The ""how'" is tactics, and this monograph docs not address the question of tactics and
procedures. :

4. Joint Chiefs of Swlf Publication 1, DOD Dictionary of Military amd Associated Terms, | June
1979, defines uniservice command a» *'s command comprised of forces of a singic service™ (p. 362).
The term uniscrvice s used to mean single service operation

3. The term jount “connotes activitics, uperations, etc., in which clements of more than une service of
the same nation pasticipate. (When all services are oot involved, the participating services shall be
identified—c.g.. ot Army-Navy)’ (JCS Publication 1, p. 187). The term combined connoles
operations *hetween two ar more forces of ggencics of two of more allics. (When all allics of services are
nol involved, the pariicipsting nations and services ahall be identificd—¢. ., combined navies)'’ (JCS
Publication 1, p. 7).

6. An oeganizatnn may be effective but mx cfhwwnt, and it may be cfficient but not effective. A
balance must be struck where the command structure i effective and effwiont. (See note ¥, Chapies § )

7 Bud Andrews, Sones: Tone Down Bchenng, Spasce Up Managing,'* Air force Times, Vol 42,
No. 32, | March 1982, p 3. General David C. Jones, USAE, Charman of the Joint Chicfs of Staft, is
quoted 33 2y ang "Amenca would be defended Priwer if the four services sapest more time preparing to
fight and less nnw fighting amone Semacives over monacy We nced to tpond more ime on owr
warfighting capablitics and kess on intramural wrambles for rosources  Reprosentative G Wilkam
Whitchunt tRepublscan — Virgin) sand of Jones” effort o reargantse and refocus the JCS: A number
of us 1a Congress Rave felt fur some e that the current Joint Chichy’ ayaem has cavouraged
parcwhialinm rather than harmony ™" As quoted in an antcke entitled “"Onverhaul,”” A $ovve Times, Vol
42, No 31,22 February 1982, p 2

B As 2 pontacnipl 1o Chapier 1, the fulhmang 1s provided fue the readet’s comuderatng as this
maonogtaph i fesd.

A mepsure of ment iceds lo be developed to gauge the effevtivencs and efficncy of an arganizeton
No stiempt has been made i thn musograph ko develop wch 3 measure of ment Perhaps a future
munograph could he wrtien to adkdrcss this subject ] chose 10 e 2 cthadology that compares canting
Jxtnas! satement, hitoncal capenences, and cuntemporary thenking to amine at s solution o the
quoston poacd in this chapier - thal s What command atnature shoukd the United States use when
employing forces in 2 thesier of opctabuons®
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A question one might ask is: Does this monograph propose 2 new organization, a new command
structure? The answer is no, it does not propose a new command structure. What is proposed is a
command structure based upon historical examples and an interpictation of the command structure that is
outlined in JCS Publication 2. Chapter 4 contains the proposal, and Figure 9 graphically depicts that
command structure.



CHAPTER 2

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF COMMAND
ARRANGEMENTS IN THREE WARS—WORLD
WAR 11, KOREA, AND VIETNAM

“Military men have long recognized that . . . the best chance 10 win proceeds
from giving one man the command together wiih the tools placed at his disposal,
and tull responsiibiny for the results.” Military people may have recognized this,
but history has shown that the United States has notalways applied these beliefs

Prologue

A the time of entry by the United Ststes i World War 11, there was no single
command structure. Inthe event of war, the servives were expected 1o cooperate.
This was known as the doctiine of wutual cooperation.’ Thus, the United States
had, i cliect, two separate conmand structares in 1940 one Tor naval forces amd
one tor Bind torces Howeser, by 1980 the Unated States was moving towards
umbied comnrand organization i Kores, and thus anitiating 3 process that would
only be complete by 19677 In the late 1970 and carly 1980s, we had shipped
bachward tomards o mutual cooperation methad tor joiat command organizations.
So et revaew the mapos feature of our comimand orgamzations between 1930 and
1984,

World War il

Pror e Waoekd War 1 command stiuctre discinsions were between the twao
siviees e ENS Arme and the US Navy Al debates centercd around cominand
dintrines espousad by these o servves By carly 1L it becaine apparent to
many sihitany deadets that the United States would e mvolved i the war an
Putope  The debate began on what tavpe of structure we should adopt i the cvent

US totces were emplosad
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Within the Army there was a drive to reorganize, a drive initiated by the Army
Air Corps. The US Air Force, not a separate service yet, was having its beginnings
in the Army Air Corps in the early forties and felt its views on a command structure
should also be heard in any Army reorganization and Army-Navy discussions.

The Army Air Corps proposed it be given a separate role in any command
structure. The War Department was opposed to any reorganizing of the existing
Army command structure. However, most senior Army gener: 's recognized a need
tv provide a more realistic staff organization to manage the war effort. The Army
Air Corps saw an opportunity to open the issue of employing airpower in a wider
role in a theater of operations. The impetus for reorganizing the Army staff came
from Licutenant General Lesley J. McNair, Chief of Staff, General Headquarters.®
For several months in 1941 the issuz was discussed without reaching a decision.

General Henry H. **Hap'* Amold of the Army Air Corps finally broke the logjam
in mid-November 1941 when he wrote to General George C. Marshall, the Army
Chief of Staff, asking for a complete reorganization that would allow the air forces
to play their proper roles.* General Marshall was not 1eady to separate the Army Air
Force from the Army. He based this decision upon his desire to keep the Air Force
"'in the existing command structure in order tc promote the collaboration between
ground and air operation.””’

General Amold was not satisfied with this response. He and General McNair
approached General Marshall to request that a group study the curent command
strocture. General Manshall agreed and directed a study be done under the
chairmanship of Srigadicr General Joseph T. McNamcy. Based upon General
Amold’s  proposal.  General McNamey recommended three  separate
commanden—one for ground, one for air, and one for a service command. The
War Department agreed in principle with this plan for three separate commands.
By General Amold's persistence, the Air Force wax the champion of the War
Department reorganization. '™

The War Department was reorganized by exccutive order in 1942, The
reorganization became effective on 9 March 1942 and crcated the Ground
Command, the dervice Command. and the Air Command. The new commanding
general of the Army Ground Command forees was responsible for organizing and
training all ground combat troops. The commanding geaciul of the Army Service
Command assumed responsibility for Jogistical and other support functions for the
Army. "

The commanding gencral of the new Army Air Forces would train and equip air
units fur independent aintnkes and {or joint and combined combat operations with
ground forves.'' Additionally. the “*Air Force would be responsible for design,
rescarch, development, and procurement of all items peculiar to air operations, "t
With the Army reorganized. the War Department turned its attention e discussions
with the Navy {epartment on a joint command organization lor theater warfare.

Praoe 1o Pearl Harbur, the agreed structure was based upon the doctrine of nwtual
couperation. This dctrine stated that no single commander would be in charge of
the service forces. the services were expecied to cooperate in any joint effon.
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However, if mutual cooperation appeared inadequate, a single command could be
organized under the doctrine of unity of command. '

This doctrine of unity of command could be placed, in effect, by agreement
between the Secretarics of War and Navy, by an agreement between commianders of
the Army and Navy service forces, or by the President. The doctrine of unity of
command stated:

. . . the commander |single commandcr] has the authority 1o direct the aperations of the Army snd
Navy elements of his command by assigning them missions and giving them objectives. During
opcrativas, he could exercise and control as woulkd insure success of the common mission. He
cuuld aho organize task forces. He could not issue instrections to the other services on tactics, sor
could he control its sdministration or discipline. nor issue any instructions beyond those accessary
for effective coondination. '

The American command doctrine of mutual cooperation proved inadequate for
the joint operations in Europe and the Pacific. On 27 November 1941, unity of
command was vested in the Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet.! Six months
later, in the European theater, the British Chiefs of Staff recommended command
amangements slong the lines of the US unity of command doctrine. The combined
chicls approved the unity of command doctrine. and the principic of unified
command was adopted in 1942. General Dwight D. Eisenhower was designated the
Supreme Commander. Thus, unity of command served as the basis for command of
allied operstions for the remainder of World War 11, It is interesting to note,
however, the US Joimt Chicfs of Staff did not approve the doctrine of unified
command until April 1943,

Within this unified framework, the command structure used during World War 11
was as follows: The combined armics and navics were under a single commander.
(Figure 1 depicts the command structure used by the allied force in 1943.) Within
the combined armies structure in Europe, General Eisenhower had two sections—
vae for land forces and one for air forces. This structure underwent changes as new
forces were added. For example, in 1944 with the establishment of the 12th Army
Group, General Encnhower attempted (o creste 3 land component command to
control the newly acquired US 12th Army Group and British 215t Army Group. "
However, political comiderations prevented the creation of this land cumponent
command." When General Encahower decided not to create the land component,
the Amencan air fune saw 0o reason {0 have an air component command-—the
Allwd Expeditionary Air Forces. The argument was thet there was no aced 0
coondinate txctical hombers and fighters since the US Ninth Air Force was already
working closcly with the 12th US Army Group. ™ Also, since the deputy 1o General
Enenhower had the responsibility for coordinating the US Ninth Air Force and the
Britsh Second Tactical A Force with the US Strategic Air Force and British
Bomber Command. the air compoaent command was really unnceessary, General
Esscnhower agreed and dissolved the Allied Expeditionary Air Forees in October
1943.% ““Thus, Eiscnhower’s decision to sidestep the peoblem of choosing either an
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SUPREME COMMANDER
IN CHIEF OF THE
ALLIED EXPEDITIONARY
FORCES
J ROYAL AIR FORCE
n BOMBER r-OMMAND
UNITED STATES
= STRATEGIC AIR
FORCE
| (2
ASSAULT FORCES NAVAL ALLIED EXPECITIONARY
ILAND) FORCES AIR FORCES

(¥} Bamber 2ir lorces. [Under operationai control for assualt and con-
solidatiza phase |

(2} Tacticai air ferces.

Figure ' World War I Command Qrgamization (1944--
OVERLORD, iiivasson of Furope)

Amencan or Brtsh ground forve component commander resuited indirectly 1n the
vnfortunate lack of 3 single air component command 7

This brict tevicw of command structures used dunng World War 1 shows this
war to be a turming point in deseloping a unified oepamezation to fight a theater war,;
it was the fint ime the Uniteu States used the umificd approach to warfighting. This
war provided the foundztion for three important developments 1n the US command
strecture fuor theater warfare. World War § provided the dactnine for a umficd
command structute, and it lad the groundwoerh for 3 separate sit force and the
component commard structure.
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Period Between World War Il and the Korean Conflict

The period following World War Il provided the United States with the
opportunity to reilect upon achicvements and failures of the World Wur Il command
structure. This, in tum, led to 2 reorganization of US military forces.

Onc must keep in mind that the US Joint Chiefs of Staff came into being early in
World War 1l as a counterpart to the British Chiefs of Staff Committce. The two
together became the supreme military body responsible for strategic direction,
known as the Combined Chiefs of Staff.** Also, the concept of a unified command
in a theater of operations was cstablished during World War Ii. Howev-~r, neither
the JTS nor the unified command structure was recognized or authorized by US
taw. In his 1945 message to Congress, President Harry S. Truman stated that **had
we not carly in the war adopted this principle of a unified command for operation,
our efforts, no matter how hervic, might have failed.*'?' The President and the
seniof leadenship of the military recognized the need for centralized direction of
Anxrican armed forces.

After the war, the JCS ciected to continue the unified command structure. This
was embodicd in the Outline Commund Plan—the first unified command plan. The
Outhne Command Plas defined missions and geographic arcas of responsibility foe
seven uttificd commands - Far East, Pacific, Alaskan, Northeast, Atlantic,
Canbbean, and European.* Presideat Truntan approved the Outline Command Fan
on 14 December 1946 and with the cweption of the Northeast Command,
commands were phased in dunng 1917,

The year 1947 was a milestone in restructuning the US milirary forces. The JCS
proposed the reorgamization of the military; and with strong support by President
Hamy 8. Truman, Congress passed the National Security Act of 1947, which
became effective on 17 Seplember 1'H7.

In Section 2, Declaration of Policy, the Natiopal Sccunty Actof 1947 states, "'l
i the antent of Congress to provide . for Jthe armed forees’] authontative
courdination and uinlied direcion .. but mot o aerge them . . . and for their
tntegration into an efficient teant of Jand, naval, and air forees.”” This act created a
Natonal Military Establishment with three departments (Army, Navy, and Air
Force), authonized a secretary of defense, created the JOS, recugnized the unificd
and spectficd command structure, and authoeized the JCS 1o establish such
cotmmands.

This act accomphished three things  Tint, it formally established the unified
cominand structure and, thus, the doctnine of unity of command. Sccond, it
ostablished the framework fur a thice component command organization—land,
wa, and air-- under the unificd command structure. Thied, it established the
Department of the Air Fuece, ostablished the Air Force as a separate service, and
retained the Manne Coeps under the Navy as pant of the Department of the Navy. In
summary. this act was the stat of 3 movement toward centralized authornity over the
armed forves that culnunated 1n the Reoiganization Act of (9885
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In 1949, the National Security Act of 1947 was amended to give the Secretary of
Defense direct authority and control over the services. The amendment
redesignated the National Military Establishment as the Department of Defense.
This amendment took executive department status away from the Departments of
the Army, Navy, and Air Force and designatec them military departments under the
Secretary of Defense.*

The services’ views of the unified command structure in the late forties,
accordiny to one observer, were as follows. The Army fully supported the unity of
command structure. Army ofticers believed in the right of the theater cvmimander to
organize his forces as he saw fit. The Navy believed in the unity of command
structure as long as naval forces were always under Navy command. The Air Force
believed that air assets should be under the theater commander aral did not believe
air assets should be placed directly under the command of a land commander.” The
services were beginning to develop doctrine to suppont this new unified command
structure. However, the three services viewed unity of command differently.

The Army fully supported the unity of command doctrine. However, the Army
viewed it as extending from theater commander to the lowest echelon. A simple
but excelient example of this type of unified command is found in the case of an
A "= «hoard a navy combat transport {where| :veryone aboard is
under the command of the ship’s captain who commands the Army troops ">
The application of unity of command by the Army was really the principal of
component command where the theater commander exercises opei«tional command
through the component commander. In the case cited, it was operational command
the naval component commander was exercising over the Army units,

The Navy also supported the doctrine of unity of command but applied it
differcatly. As stated in Navy detrine, “"there is only one proper place for funified
command] 1n the command organization and that i directly under the joint
amphibious assault tash force commander [a naval officer]. "™ As applied to naval
aviation, this meant all Navy tactical air was under Navy control to suppont
amphibious  operations. ™ The Navy did support having three component
commanders under the single unified commander where naval, land, and air forces
were operating juintly—as long as naval aviation remained under the naval
componcent. 1f 1t were purely an amphibious operation, the unified commander was
to be a naval ufficer and the components would be naval.

The Air Foree also supported unity of command and the component system. This
penad in history for the Alr Force was ane of 3 continual struggle for mrmen to
msyre limited air assets were applicd in an effective manner. The Awr Force viewed
the mont effective means of contrul to b from a theater perspective where all air
furces, including naval aviation, were employed from the aif component command
level. Howewer, even within the Air Force, there were differing views. Some
behicved that strategic bombens should be empioyed separately from tactical air;
thus, there would be two subuedinale air components—aone fof tactical aif in support
of land opcrations and one for strategic bombing ' The debate continues today. Air
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Foree doctrine supported then, as it does today. the single unificd command with
three components as the most eftective means o employ theater-assigned assets.

The historic events that occurred between 1940 and 1950 were bound 10 cuuse
discussions. The newly created military departments were trying to come up with a
workable command arrangement for warfighting, and the services were providing
their views on how 10 make the command organization work. Against thas
backdrop. the United States entered the Korean conflict in 1950.

Korean War

In Kerea, the command struciure became a major problem again and presented a
new and complex problem to solve. In 1980, the United Nations did not have a staff
structure capable of directing niditary operations.

On ¥ July 1950, President Truman sppointed General Douglas MacArthur
vopmunder of muhitary forces assisting the Republic of Korea. These forves were
placed under the uniiied consand ot the Umited States by memberns of the United
Natons ' General MacAnbuor, as the Umited Nutions commander, controlled all
alhed torces inciuding US forces, an commander of S forces, i title was
Commander in Chiet, Far East (CINCFE). The Far East Command wasx a unified
command which reported directly to the JOS

At the vutbreal of the Korean war, the US Anuiy combat umits nearest the wene
were the four mrtantny divivions perfornang occupation duties in Korea ® There
were few nas al and e torees i the pencral area. 1Cappeared that the Umted States
war ot preparcd to bt o war i Kotea peither Trom a command situctute oo
from torces m pline

On 23 3uly . General MacArthut established the Umited Nations Conmand (UNCH
and he became Commuander in Chiet, Unisted Nations Command (CINCUNCY The
hine of authonty for the Umted States tan frone General MacAtthur o the Presadent
thtough the JUS  Umited Natton troops were allotted 1o the appropriaie US militany
orgatiz ation lof otctational control, ™

Ihe Kotcan hostilities prosnded a comnbat test of the atmed foree’s umitwahion
which the United States had adopted s 1947 °7 1 essence, the National Securnity
At ot 1947 provaded for g theater commander, sepatate from his service, who
weuld provide conumand authoty over theater land, naval, and anr torces ™

When the United Mates enterad the war, the mapsr comionds of the Far bast
Command were the Far Fast Air Porves, the Naval Forees Far bt and the Army
Forces bFar bast General MacArthue did not wrganize 2 lamd compunent
heakquarters  Invtead of having an Army Forves Far bast headguarters, whch
wauld have twen the lamd vomponent headquarnters, be peponally commanded the
Ay clements of the Ay Forees Far bast Command, with has General
Headguatters, Fat Fast Command, Goubling as the punt beadguarterns statf and the
Lnd component headguaticrs The Genetal Headguanens was aloent wholly
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manned by Army personnel and concemed itself with Army matters.® The air
component of the unified command, the Far East Air Forces, generally operated in

an independent manner.*? Figure 2 shows the command structure used in Korea.
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General MacArthur recognized that the command arrangements he had
established were not operating as he desired. On 7 July 1950, he established the
land component command, US Army Forces in Korea. MacArthur directed the
commander of the US Army Forces in Korea to communicate directly with the other
two component commanders—Far East Air Forces and Naval Forces Far East—to
secure the air and naval support which he required.*' The concept of unification was
there, but practical realities kept the concept from being applied. This was due to
the time lag in request and execution of support caused by the physical separation of
the three headquarters.

Two events occurred in July which brought to focus the problem of unified
actions of land, naval, and air forces. The first was the introduction of bomber
aircraft into the Pacific theater. The US Air Force Chief of Staff placed two medium
bombardment groups—the 22d and 92d—under temporary duty with Far East Air
Forces. These two groups, organized as the Far East Air Force Bomber Command
in conjunction with the tactical aircraft of the Fifth Air Force, would provide
strategic bombardment and tactical air support for the Far East Command. On 11
July, the air component commander directed the Bomber Command to handle deep
interdiction and strategic targets, and the Fifth Air Force to provide tactical air
operations in support of the land battle.

The second event was the massive effort to coordinate land-based and carrier-
based air operations over Korea. The first two weeks in July 1950 presented a new
challenge to the joint effort of coordinating air in support of theater ubjectives. The
commander of Naval Forees Far East had secured an exclusive use of airpower in
northern Korea for air operations from 2 through 4 July 1950, Duc to limited
communications and the Navy's practice of radio silence while at sca, US Air Force
air operations were hampered. !

T-ese two events led the Commander of the Far East Air Forces, Lieutenant
General George E. Stratemeyer, to conclude that to be effective, some form of
centralized control was required to control the mass of Air Force and Navy air. He
requested that the air component commander be given operational control over all
naval land-based and carrier-based aviation operating over Korea—except for
aviation used in amphibious or naval tasks of mining and antisubmarine warfare.
General Stratemeyer did not want to control naval aircraft when they were engaged
in Navy air tasks at sea. He stated that operational control meant only the authority
to designate the type of mission and to specify the targets to strike, within the
capabilities of the forces involved.*

Not surprisingly, the Navy did not agree with General Stratemeyer. The Navy did
not want the Air Force to have operational control of naval forces. A compromise
wis worked out on 11 July where the air component commander would have
coopdination authority. *"When both Navy Forces. Far East, and Far East Air Forces
are assigned missions in Korea, coordination control, 3 commander in chief
prerogative, is delegated to Commandmg General, Far East Air Forces,”™ read the
directive dratted by the Jot Strategic Plans and Operations: Group, General
Headyuarters, Far kast Command.
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Since there was no official definition for coordination control, each component
assigned its own definition to the term. The problem of coordination control was
never resolved. As a result, many hours were spent in attempting to coordinate
activities of naval and air forces during the Korean hostilities.

Another problem facing General MacArthur in trying to integrate the efforts of
these services occurred in the summer of 1950. It concerned the appropriate level to
select targets for airstrikes.

A General Headquarters Target Group had been established at the Far East
Command headquarters level. This group was composed of three senior officers—
one from the G-2 section ¢Army), and one Air Force officer and one Navy officer
assigned to the Joint Strategic Plans and Operations Group. They were charged with
providing advice on the employment of Navy and Air Force offensive airpower, and
with recommending targets and target areas. Additionally, this group was to
analyze the targets. On 16 July, at a meeting of the group, a recommendation was
made that the Target Group select all targets from the frontlines to deep into enemy
territory. This did not sit well with the Air Force. The commanding general of the
Far East Air Forces called upon General MacArthur on 18 July 1950 to discuss the
matter and to recommend an alternative course of action. The commander of the Far
East Air Forces recommended that tactical air targets be selected at the air-land
component level—that is, the tactical air force, army group level. General
MacArthur approved the plan with some modification. The final plan allowed the
tactical air force, army group level, to select the close air support targets, and the air
component commander to select the other targets based upon CINCFE command
directives. The Target Group still retained its authority to designate medium
bomber targets and the priorities for these targets. In summary, the plan set up a
coordinated cffort between the tactical air force and army group headquarters for
support of the land army, and it provided the suthority for the air component
commander to employ the medium bomber effort against gencral air support
strategic targets—that is, for air inte-diction.

To overcome some of the problems encountered by the General Headquarters
Target Group—to integrate all Air Force and Navy airpower—a general officer
target selection committee was appointed on 22 July 1950. This senior officer group
was tasked to devise a sound interdiction program to stem the flow of Communist-
supplied reinforcements into South Korea. The Navy chose not to provide a
member since they would only provide close air support strikes in Korea under Far
East Air Forces' coordination control. The fleet's primary mission would be to
defend Formosa. Any decision to commit the fleet's airpower, according to the
Navy, was up to General MacArthur, and he should make that decision
personally.*” General MacArthur agreed with this approach.

Although not a true joint committee, it did not have naval represcntation, the
target selection committee did accomplish its purpose to study the interdiction
program. The committee was short-lived, as it was disbanded six weeks after its
inception. However, it did mark the beginning of 2 workable relationship for the
control of the theater air forces. The bulk of the target selection activities went to
the Far East Air Forces' target committee. This committee selected the air targets in
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accordance with target lists approved by the commander in chief and the air
component Far East Air Forces commander.

Robert F. Futrell, a noted historian, summed up the target selection process as
follows:

Belatedly, at the end of July, improvised procedures brought some order to the fantastically
confused command situation in the Far East. Certainly, at the outset of the Korean war, the
defective theater command system prevented the fullest employment of airpower, delayed the
beginning of a comprehensive air interdiction program for more than a month (and] caused
confusion and a loss of cffectiveness at the very time every single aircraft sortic was vital to the
survival of the Eighth Army in Korca. Had he possessed a joint headquarters staff, General
MacArthur mighi never have encountered those mischievous problems. *

A similar conclusion was reached by General Otto P. Weyland when he wrote on
10 October 1950, **Whenever combinations of Air Force, Army, and Navy are in a
joint command, it is essential that the commander in chicf have a joint staff with
proportionate representation of the services involved.”’*

The first full-scale zxpcriment with a unified command structure, with three
components, was tried in Korea. There were some false starts and heated
discussions, but, on the whole, the system proved an effective means to control
theater-assigned assets. One can argue that it was not always the most cfficient, but
it was effective.

The Korean war provided the foundation for service cooperation in a theater of
operations which would be the basis for the command structure used in Vietnam. In
summary, there would be one commander with three componcents. However, not
totally solved was the question of what to do with airpower in support of the land
battle. Vietnam provided an arena to test a new method. But before looking at the
command arrangements in Vietnam. a brief review of events from [953 to 1962 is
in order.

Period Between Korea and Vietnam

In 1953, the Joint Chiefs of Staff lost their authority to appoint one of its
members as the exccutive agent™ for a unified command. This authority would now
rest with the Secretary of Defense with the advice of the JCS who would appoint a
military department as the executive agent. The chain of command ran from the
President through the Secretary of Defense, to the service secretary, then to the
unified commander. This chain of command proved to be unworkable. **President
Eisenhower called this arrangement cumbersome and unreliable in time of peace
and not usable in time of war.***!

Not until 1958 did the Department of Defense change that arrangement. The
Reorganization Act of [958 took the military departments and services out of the
command chain. The chain of command, as it stands today, runs from the
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President, to the Secretary of Defense, through the JCS, to the unified commanders.
It is important to note that none of the senior staff officers of the armed forces—that
is, for example, the Chicf of Staff of the Air Ferce—have command authority over
US combatant forces. This authority is vested in the unified commander.

Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF),
outlines the changes brought about by the National Security Act of 1947, as
amended in 1949, and the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958.52 Briefly, these acts
cstablished the three separate services—with the US Marine Corps coming under
the Department of the Navy—and the unified command structure. Thc experiences
of World War 11 and Korea formed the US command structure for the Vietnam
conflict.?

Vietnam War

The Vietnam experience provided another opportunity to organize US military
forces for the most efficient application of firepower.* Yet, we were to experiment
again with different methods. With a clear set of instructions—Joint Chiefs of Staff
Publication 2-—the United States should have had no difficulty, but once again we
had to face some tough organizational questions.

The initial command structure uscd in Victnam came from the Military Advisory
Group that was established on 17 September 1950. In the beginning, the role of the
US Military Advisory Group was very limited. After the fall of Dien Bien Phu in
1954, however, that role dramatically changed. On | November 1955, the Military
Advisory Group was redesignated the Military Assistance Advisory Group,
Vietnam. From 1955 to the carly 1960s, the US military was involved only in
organizing and training Vietnamese units.

On 8 February 1962, (he Military Assistance Command, Vietnam—known as
MACV—was formed. MACV was an operational hecadquarters and had the staff
elements needed if direct military operations were required. The Army and Air
Force argued that MACYV should be a theater unified command with a land. naval,
and air component. The Navy opposed such an arrangement and recommended
Pacific Command function as the unified command structure for Vietnam where the
Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC)—a naval officer—would control all
forces assigned to Vietnam.** CINCPAC won and military operations in Vietnam
came under the Pacific Command with MACV as a subunificd command undet
CINCPAC.* However, the debate continued about the future structure of such a
subunified command.

The command structure used in 1962 in Vietnam was as follows. Pacific
Command. the unified command—under the Joint Chicfs of Staff-—had three
components: the air component, Pacific Air Forces; the naval component, Pacific
Fleet; and the land component, US Military Assistance Command, Victnam which
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was also the subunificd command, MACV. Under the air component—
Commander in Chief, Pacific Air Forces (CINCPACAF)—there was the Thirteenth
Air Force with the 2d Air Division advanced echelon at Tan Son Nhut. Under the
naval componenti—Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet—there were the 7th Fleet,
Fleet Marine Force. and Task Force 77. Under the land component and subunified
command. MACV, were the IlI Marine Amphibious Force, US Army Support
Group. Vietnam. and the assigned Army combat units. Figure 3 depicts the
command arrangement used in Vietnam.

As the war expanded into Laos, new questions arose over command relations. On
12 May 1962, the President sent a joint task force—Joint Tas Force—116—
composed of Army, Air Force, and Marine units to Thailand.*” Joint Task
Force-1 16 was deployed to show the US resolve about Laos.

This new arrangement presented a problem for the Air Force and Army. For the
Air Force. its forces were fragmented among three commands: Joint Task
Force=116, air units from the USAF’s Tactical Air Command: South Victnam air
units under the 2d Air Division advanced clement; and air units in Thailand under
Thirtcenth Air Force. For the Army, the question of command relationships
between Joint Tusk Force—116 and MACV was particularly difficult.*

ihe Army recommended that all forces in Vietnam and Thailand be placed under
MACV.% The Navy disagreed with the idea of a single command under the ..y in
Vietnam. The Navy preferred separate headquarters in Vietnam and Thailand .
CINCPAC recommended to the JOS that MACV have two deputies--one for
Viewam and for Thailand--with the  Commander,  United  States Malitary
Assistance Command, Vietnamy (COMUSMACYV) commanding both MACV and
Military Assistance Command, Thailand (MACTHAL). The Joint Chiefs of Staff
agreed, und Joint Task Foree-116 was deactivated and replaced by MACTHALL

The Air Foree likewise had to face up to its organization for supporting the war in
Southeast Asiz. In 1962, Air Foree units in Thailand and South Vietnum were
placed under the control of the 2d Air Division advanced echelon, The 2d Air
Division commander was expected to act as the air component commander for
MACYV and forwad commander for Thirteenth Air Foree (Thailand) ™

The debate was not over yet. In 1963 and 1964, the services continued to discuss
the complicated command structure in the Pacific, and in panticular Southeast Asia.
The Air Force Chief of Staff proposed that an asirman should be the deputy
commander of MACV. COMUSMACY disagreed with the proposal as he was
satisfied with his deputy being an Army officer. The Air Force also proposed that
MACYV be organized along the lines of a theater of operations with MACV being a
unified command with an army and air component.®

The Joint Chiefs of Stalf continued to discuss the issue in 1964, They were
divided on the issue. The debate centered around making MACV a unified
command. To break the deadlock, COMUSMACY proposed that MACV be a
specitied command reporting directly to the JCS. 1t is important to point out that
there is a fundamental ditference between a unificd and specificd command. A
specified command recognizes the dominance of one service in military
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operations. . . . [On] the other hand, a unified command represents a multiservice
activity.''** COMUSMACV's proposal would make the US Army the executive
agency for the specified command. CINCPAC® opposed this idea and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff agreed. The issue of MACV's being a specified command never
came up again, but the issue of a unified command for MACV continued. Thus, by
the end of 1964 the command organization was still not settled.*

In 1964, CINCPAC was opposed to command arrangement changes in the Pacific
theater. He believed that the war in North Victnam should be fought by his two
components, Pacific Air Forces and Pucific Fleet: while the war in South Vietnam
and Laos should be fought by forces assigned to MACV und supported by Pacific
Fleet and Pacific Air Forces. In 1965, the Air Force again raised the issue of having
an airman as the deputy commander for MACV. These two issues were discussed
by the Joint Chiets of Stafl” and on 28 June 1968, the position of air deputy for
MACYV was approved. The command structure was not changed. MACV was a
subunificd command under Pacific Command and the deputy commander for
MACY was a soldier, but a new position—deputy commander for air operations—
was created. The air deputy position was then, in effect. the air component under
the subunitied command MACV. The air deputy exercised operational control over
Arr Force assets. but specitically excluded Army helicopters and Marine avigtion,™

The commund arrangements issue was dormant from 1965 through 1967
Howcever. the Air Force did raise the issue of & single manager for air with MACV
numcrous time during this penad. In January 196X, the Tragmentation of the air
ctlort reavched an all-time high with the battle for Khe Sanh." This issue came to the
torctront.,

MACV Diiective 95-4. 6 May 1965, excluded Marine aviation from control of
the MACY wir deputy . Murine lotces were employed in | Corps under the 11 Marine
Amphibious Force command. “*Under this directive Jand arrungenwent|. airpower
was turther hagmented by the esablishient of all clements of two separate tactical
an torees i the theater, one controlled by the theater air component commander
and the other by the cquinalent ot g corps commander [HHTMAF]™

The Aty and Aar Force supported o single manaper or air tor sl tactical air in
Vactnam 7 The Navy and Matine Corps objected. The issue was debated by the
Jomt Chiels of Sttt an carly 1968, Unable to reach 3 decivion, the issue was
clevated o the Secretary of Detense. On 18 May 196X, the Deputy Secretary of
Detense decided i tvor of the Army and the A bPorve, US A Foree and US
Manne Corps g assets an South Victnam came under the control of the Air Deputy,
NMACY 7 The debate was not ended, but the creation of a single manager for air did
tunction as proposed unnl the end of the Vietnum war ™

Ihe Vwctnatn vontlt othcrally ended i 1973 drawmg o g chne o war that
hallenged oue nubiary an mamy wass ot the least ot which was deading
conttand artangement General Westmoreland, Commuander of MACV trom 1964
to POOS  samed ups the command anangeents when he stated
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in view of this [Vietnam) command arrangement, seeds of friction not unlike those that had
plagued MacArthur . . . during World War 1l were present. As | iook command of MACY, the
CINCPAC . . . was succeeded by one who was as determined as | to make the command
arrangement work. . . . What many failed to realize was that not | but Sharp [CINCPAC] was the
theater commander. . . . My responsibilities and prerogatives were basically confined within the
borders of South Vietnam. Admiral Sharp commanded the Navy's Seventh Fleet, over which |
had no control (and] when the bombing of North Vietnam began in . . . 1965, Admirsl Sharpe
controlled that t00. . . . My task would have been easy kad | headed a *‘Southeast Asia
Command’’ [unified command)].

As American commander in Vietnam, | underwent many frustrations, endured mauch
interference, lived with countless irritations, swallowed many disappointments, bore considerable
criticism. . . . | realized that air operations against North Vietnam were outside my jurisdiction,
however much | might have thought they should have been part of it. . . . A commander must
leam 1o live with frustrations, interference, irritation, disappointment, and criticism. . . .

Creating a unified command for all of Southeast Asia would have gone a long way toward
mitigating the unprecedenied centralization of authority in Washington. . . . Instead of five
“commanders’* —CINCPAC, COMUSMACY, and the American ambassadors to Thailand,
Lavs, and South Victnam—there would have been one inan directly answerable to the President
on everything. . . . Such an arangement would have climinated the problem of cooedination
between the air and ground wars that was incvitable with CINCPAC managing one, MACV the
other *

Link to the Present—Prospects for the Future

George Santavana once remarked that those who cannot remember the past are
condemned to repeat it.”* If the United States is to amrive at a logical command
structure to accomplish military objectives, we must avoid mistakes we have made
in the past when setting up command arrangements.

The period after the Vietnam war provided the military services another
opportunity fo profit by past experience when designing command structures 1o
fight ‘aurs. The most recent example is the Rapid Deployment Juint Task Force
command discussions. On 24 April 1981, the Secretary of Defense announced that
“over a penod of 3 10 S yeans, the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDITF)
should ¢volve 1nto a separate unified command—with i's own geographic
responsibulitics,  service  components,  forves,  intelligence,  communications,
logistics facilities, and other support elements. ™ In setting up this new unified
command, the military has an opportunity to st up a command structure with clear
and Jirect lines of authority and respomibility.”™

“he unificd command structure in existence today has evolved over the past 40
yean. Presently the United States has six unified commands. They are the Atlantic
Command (LANTCOM), US Eurvpean Command (USEUCOM), Pacific
Command (PACOM), US Rcadiness Command (USREDCOM), US Central
Command (USCENTCOM). and US Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM).
Additonally, there are three specified commands—Acroapace Defense Command
CADCOM). Military Arhift Command (IMAC), and Strategic Air Command (SAC).

S
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It is interesting to note that all specified commands are Air Force related. Three of
the unified commands are headed by Army officers; the other two arz commanded
by Navy officers.

In summary, the lesson we should learn from our experiences with command
structures over the past 40 years is this: When developing a command structure, we
should placc all theater-assigned assets under a single unified commander. The
forces should be subdivided under this commander into three components—
generically called land, naval, and air components. All forces should operate as &
coherent team under this unified command structure which must have clear and
direct lines of authority and responsibility. The review of the command structures
used over the past “wur decades tends to show that we have strived for this unity of
command but never fully realized it.

The next chapter discusses current service doctrine for the employment of forces
in a theater of operation, and it shows why we have never fully achicved the unity of
command principle because of service doctrine and perspectives for theater
warfare. Chaptes 3 develops the background information for the final chapter,
which outlines a proposed command structure for theater warfare.
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CHAPTER 3

SERVICE DOCTRINE FOR THE EMPLOYMENT
OF THEATER-ASSIGNED ASSETS

In the last chapter, selected historical examples of command anangements used
in World War 11 and the Korean and Vietnam conflicts were presented. With these
perspectives in mind, let’s review current service doctrine for the employment of
theater-assigned assets.

Overview

The services articulate fundamental doctrine in different ways. For example, the
US Army calls its fundamental doctrine CAPSTONE doctrine, while the Air Force
uscs the term BASIC doctrine. The tag used is not important. What is important is
how the capstone, or basic, or fundamental doctrine is interpreted to justify
command arrangements in the joint and combined arena.

One problem in analyzing service doctrine is understanding the terminology. A
common word may have different meanings to each service. An example | recall
vaused 6 months of discussion between the Army and the Air Force before someone
realized both were using the sanxe word—""control”"—but with different meanings.
The Air Foroe uses control in its strictest sense, while the Army uses it more
loosely. { may sound insignificant, but an understanding of how the services use a
term is most important. Numerous doctrinal issues have arisen—both here and with
our allies—over a misunderstanding of terminology. The message is this: Be
cautious when reading service doctrine; make sure you do not interject your service
perspective into the reading of other services' doctrine. To help overcome this
problem, two publications arc most uscful in the review process. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff"s Publication |, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated
Terms, and Publication 2. Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF), should be
consulted fer terms. For ease of reading, common terms for the services® doctrine,
as defined by these JCS publications, arc explained in the Notes sections of this
monograph.

The term doctrine.' as used here, refers to **fundamental principles by which the
military forces or clements thereol guide their actions in suppont oi national
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objectives. It is authoritative but requires judgment in application.’’? In short,
doctrine is what we believe about the employment of military forces. There are
three categories of doctrine—service, joint, and combined. Service doctrine is
binding only upon that service, while joint and combined doctrines are binding
upon all the services that have agreed to it.? Joint doctrine is doctrine between two
or more services, while combined doctrine is between two or more nations—to
include the services of that nation. Service doctrine should be in line with the agreed
joint and combined doctrines, but it does not have to be. However, and this point is
important, when a service employs forces in a joint or combined operation, it must
be in line with the accepted joint and combined doctrines.

Chapter 4 presents the underpinning for joint and combined doctrines for a
theater of operation and sets the stage for the proposed command structure for
theater warfare. However, before discussing joint and command doctrines, it is
necessary o review service doctrine in support of theater operations.

In the next four sections, the US Army, US Navy, US Marine Corps, and US Air
Force service doctrines for employing forces in a joint or combined operation are
presented. The focus is on doctrinal pronouncements dealing with the joint and
combined aspects of warfighting.* As wiil be shown, the services’ dortrines and
practices still preclude effective unity of command. The final section analyzes the
services' doctrines to arrive at a US command structure for theater joint and
combined warfarc—a unified command structure.

US Army Doctrine*

Two primary sources—Field Manual 100~1, The Army, and Field Manual 100-S,
Operations—were used in the discussion on how the US Armmy doctrine is
developed for employing Army forces in theater warfare. These sources provide
the capstonc doctrine, which is called ** AirLand Battle'* doctrine.

AirLand Battle doctrine stresses mobility, flexibility, and staying power so that
the Army will be prepared to win the first battle of any war.® **The success of Army
forces in supporting national policy throughout the spectrum of conflict is, in large
measure, dependent on the coordinated deveiopment of the land, sea, and air forces
of the United States and on their employment as an integrated team.''’ This
integrated team provides the basis for the organization and command structure of
the national security system. The Army'’s role in this system is the prosecution of
the land war.* The land forces of the Army include organic land combat and service
forces, and organic aviation and water transport assets.*

The Army believes that the value of the principles of war (objective, offensive,
mass, cconomy of force, unity of command, sccurity, surprise, maneuver, and
simplicity) lies in their utility as a frame of reference for analysis of strategic an'
tactical issues.'® The principle of war that most directly applies to the theater
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command structure is unity of command. The Army defines and discusses this
principle as follows:

Unity of Command. For every objective, there should be unity of effort under one responsible
commander.

This principle insurcs that all cfforts arc focused on a common goal. At the strategic level, this
common goal cquutes to the political purpuse of the United States and the broad strategic
objectives which flow therefrom, It is the common goal which, at the national level, determines
the military forces necessary for its achievement. The coordination of these forces requires unity
of effort. At the national level, the Constitution provides for unity of command by appointing the
President as the Commander in Chief of the armed forces. The President is assisted in this role by
the national sccurity organization, which includes the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chief's of
Staff at the highest level. and the unified and specified commands and joint task forces at the
operational levels.

In the tactical dimension, it is axiomatic that the employment of military forces in a manner that
develops their full combat power requires unity of command. Unity of command means directing
and coordinating the action of all forces toward a common goal or objeclive. Coordination may be
achieved by cooperation; it is, however, best achicved by vesting a single tactical commander
with the requisite authority to direct and coordinate ali forces employed in pursuit of a common
‘w.ll

The Army recognizes the need for a single commander to direct and coordinate
all forces employed in the pursuit of a common goal in a theater of operations.
Additionally, Army doctrine recognizes that, to be cffective. the command
organization must be an integrated team of land, sea.'* and air forces.

The Army force requirements to meet the needs of war and to prosecute a land
campaign in support of national objectives stem from the nation’s commitment to
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Korea, the Middle East, and other
areas of treaty obligations and other interests. **in the contemporary world, it is also
nccessary that Army, Navy. Marine Corps, and Air Force requirements be
coordinated so as to exploit unique characteristics of each service, and so as to
avoid unnecessary duplication among the services.'*'"" The requirements for the
Army's forces—corps. divisions, brigades, battalion:—and their support are drawn
up in response ‘. three primary factors: national military strategy, military
capabilities of t1  nation’s potential encmies, and allies with whom we expect to
fight.

The above reflects the Army's fundamental doctrine for force employment. The

key element is a lund force prepared to fight worldwide against a varied threat while
integrated. under a single command.r, in an effective team of land, naval, and air

forces.

These basic concepts with regard to the purpose and organization of the Army. as
outlined in Field Manual 100-1, are translated into Army doctrine for operations in
Field Manual 100~-S. This document states what the Army must do to win
campaigns and battles in today’s warfare, with guidance on how it may be
accomplished. '

The Army operational doctrine states that to win, the Army will be required to
fight battles which coordinate the actions of all military forces in the
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accomplishment of national objectives. The force that seizes the initiative and
disrupts the ‘‘opponent’s fighting capability in depth with deep attack, effective
firepower, and decisive maneuver’” will win.!® According to the US Army, if the
doctrine outlined in Field Manual 100-5 is followed, the full potential of US forces
will be developed. Fighting this way—integrating conventional, nuclear, chemical,
and electronic means—will allow the US Army to attack deep and *‘begin offensive
action by air and land forces to conclude the battle on its terms.’’'? According to the
Army, the concept of depth, or attacking deep, is important to all Army operations.
Field Manual 100-5 states that the dimensions of depth are time, distance, and
resources. By employing men, weapon systems, and material deep, the
commander will have the flexibility needed to fight and extend his influence over
greater distances. Commanders will be required to look forward in enough depth to
permit time ‘‘to execute appropriate countermoves, to battle the forces in contact,
and to attack enemy rear forces,'*'*

To insure successful operations on the battlefield requires an understanding of the
imperatives of modem combat. Included in the Army's discussion on the
imperatives of modern combat is unity of effort.'” Army operational doctrine
defines unity of effort as being derived from the principles of objective, unity of
command, and simplicity. To insure unity of effort, effective leadership and an
effective command and control system are required.® This means the commander
must see the battlefield all the way from the unit's rear boundary to the forward
edge of its arca of interest. with a command and control system to support the
battlefield.”

The command and control arrangements espoused in Army doctrine are as
follows. Normally, Army units are committed as part of a joint or combined force.2
The Army seldom fights alone since the military operations of US forces normally
will involve the employment of more than one service; thus, joint and combined
operations will be the rule rather than the exception. The command and control of
joint forces will conform to the provisions of joint doctrine publications, while
tactical employment will be as prescribed by each service's doctrine.”® The
organizational structure to accomplish joint and combined operations follows the
guidance in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2.% This organization provides for the
centralized direction and decentralized exccution, while at the same time
maintaining the identity of the separate components.

To support the objectives of the theater commander and to prosecute the land
battle. the Army employs the deep battle or extended battlefield concept. The deep
battle is designed to support the commander's basic scheme of maneuver by
disrupting enemy forces in depth. As detailed in Field Manual 100-5 in the
discussion on tactical intelligence, the commander must consider the battlefield in
terms of time and space.®® The commander should view the battlefield as two
distinct arcas: an arca of influcnce and an arca of interest.® The area of influence is
that arca within the commander's area of responsibility where he must be able to
lucate enemy formations which can affect his current operation and attack them
with organic or supporting means. For the corps commander, this translates, in
time, up to 72 hours beyond the forward line of his troops:; for the commander of the
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echelon above corps—theater army or army group—this is up to 96 hours in time.”
The area of interest is that area that extends beyond the area of influence. This
includes adjacent territory where enemy forces are located who could affect a
commander’s operation. Translated into time, the area of interest for the corps
commander is up to 96 hours beyond the forward line of his troops; for the theater
army or army group commander, it is beyond 96 hours.? In terms of distance,
generally the area of influence lies between 75 and 150 kilometers and the area of
interest lies beyond 150 kilometers. The exact dimensions of a unit’s area of interest
and area of influence depend upon many factors. However, it must be large enough
to give the corps 96 hours’ notice of the approach of enemy divisions or armies.?

Normally, the areas of influence and interest will be irregular in shape and
overlap adjacent unit areas. The echelon above is responsible for assigning primary
responsibility for these overlapping areas and must provide intelligence on areas of
interest to the unit commander concerned.® To fight the extended or deep battle
requires resources not organic to the Army.*' Hence, Army doctrine stresses unity
of effort to achieve national objectives.

The Army is organized into maneuver battalions, brigades, divisions, corps, and
echelons above corps (theater army or army group) to support the joint or combined
command structure. The exact structure of the Army organization is scenario
dependent. The theater army is the land component in a theater of operation. The
organization of the theater army must be structured to insure success on the
battlefield in either a conventional, nuclear, or chemical environment or any
combination of these. The **principal force in a theater of operations |is] the corps
(which} has both tactical and administrative responsibilities.'’*? Normally, the
combat service support elements report to the corps support command while combat
and combat support' units report directly to the corps commander. The corps is the
highest tactical command; however, *‘there may be unusual wartime operational
circumstances that require an Army echelon between the corps and the unified
headquarters [but this is) an exception to the normal operational command
relationship.'’"

This brief review of Army doctrine for joint and combined operations provides an
insight into how the US Army views joint and combined warfighting. In summary,
the Army belicves in the principle of unity of command and the land, naval. and air
component command structure. To support the theater command. current Army
doctrine stresses the corps as the highest tactical command and only under
exceptional conditions would an echelon above the corps be employed. ™

US Navy Doctrine*

The Navy. unlike the Army and Air Force, does not articulate fundamental
doctrine for joint and combined operations in its scparate doctrinal naval warfare
publications. Instead. the Navy uscs the appropriatc combined and joint
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publications =~ *eir fundamental doctrine for joint and combined operations. The
Navy subsciiwcs to the full range of joint and combined arms doctrine, including
those associated with the North Atlantic Alliance. However, there are doctrinal
pronouncements in naval warfare publications that illumirate Navy views for joint
and combined warfare.

Since the US Navy has concurred in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2 and allied
publications on combined warfare, such as Allied Tactical Publication 8,
Amphibious Warfare Doctrine, the principles and doctrine outlined in these
publications form the fundamental doctrine for the Navy. Briefly, the Navy believes
in the principle of unity of effort where forces of separate nations and their services
are integrated under a single unified or combined commander into an efficient team
of land, naval, and air forces.* The naval contribution to unified and combined
operations is to be prepared to conduct prompt and sustained combat operations at
sea.

The Navy works closely with the other services and allies in discharging their
primary functions.”” **Given the narrow margin of the US Navy advantage, every
effort must be made to integrate relevant capabilitics of the other US services and
US allies into the campaign to defeat navies. *** By using allied naval forces, US
forces would be freed to conduct naval campaigns against enemy naval forces and
tactical air support of land campaigns.

The mission of the US Navy is to organize. train. and equip forces for the conduct
of combat operations at sca. This includes operations of sea-based and land-based
naval uir for naval operations. Also, the Department of the Navy is responsible for
maintaining the Marine Corps.™ Navy combat operations involve two basic
functions—sea control and power projection.® Sca control is achieved by the
engagement and destruction of, or by deterrence through, the threat of destruction
of hostile aircraft, ships. and submarines at sca. Power projection is a means of
supporting land or air campaigns using naval capabilitics.*!

The part of the Navy charged with carrying out these naval operations is the
operating forces. The operating forces include the fleets, seagoing forces. naval
destruct forces, sca frontier forces, Fleet Marine Forces, the Military Sealift
Command. Navy shore activitics, and other forces as assigned by the Department of
the Navy. %

When naval forces are assigned to unified commanders, they are **discharged in
a manner consistent with full operational command vested in the unified . . .
combatant commanders.”**’ This means that all naval combatant ships, combat
support ships. and naval aviation units are assigned under operational control of the
naval component commander of a unified or combined command. Forces not
assigned to a unified operation are under the command of the Chief of Naval
Operations.*

By law.* naval forces are composed of Marine lund combat, naval combat,
service forces, and organic aviation clements—US Navy and US Marine Corps
avistion clements—for the **purpose of controlling the seas and littora) {shore or
coastal| arcas while defending the flect against all threats the encmy may bring to
bear.'** Naval air provides an clement of flexibility for employment in a theater of
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operations, either in support of naval or land operations. Naval aviation, when
supporting joint naval or amphibious operations, is under the operational command
of the unified commander. Naval aviation that supports lar:d operations is flown in
an in-support-of role.*” If naval aviation is required by the land or air component of
the unified command or is directed by the unified commander, it is flown in support
of the land operation. but operational control does not pass to the land or air
component commander. The naval component commander retains operational
control. This method of employing naval aviation is temporary in nature. It is
employed when the land battle requires additional air to accomplish a specific
mission of limited duration.* The rationale is that naval aviation is for fleet defcnse
and is required to primarily support naval and amphibious operations. However,
naval aviation can be used to support land operations.

In summary. Navy fundamental doctrine for employment of forces in joint and
combined doctrine. although not cnunciated in nava! warfare publications. supports
the principles of unity of effort** which states that to utilize the armed forces of the
United States effectively, they should be integrated closely into an efficient team of
land. naval. and air forces. However, naval aviation flown in support of land
operations remains under operational control of the naval component commander.

US Marine Corps Doctrine*

The Marine Corps—like the Navy and unlike the Army and Air Force—does not
repeat or amplily Tundamental principles for joint and combined operations that are
found in Juint Chicls of Staff publications or combined doctrine publications.®!
However, unlike the Navy, the Marine Corps does publish **white letters™* by the
Commandant of the Marine Corps which provide guidance for the employment of
Marine forves in support of joint and combined operations.

The Marine Corps comes under the Department of the Navy where there are two
separate services—the Navy and Manne Corps.® To a large degree, coch of these
services iy separate and distinet with respect to its administrative function. The
Commandant of the Marine Corps 1s a chiel of service and a permancent member of
the Joint Chicfs of Staff. Briefly stated:

Ihe Commuandant of the Manne Corps i directly responuble 1o the Sevretany of the Navy Jue
adminniration, disciphine, intemal wrpamzation, ramng, fequirements, ¢lfivieny, eadingss of
the Manise Comp, for the operation of the Maning Corpe materral support sy stem, and fie the wtal
performance ol the Manine Cope

With regard to s mession and funchions. ™ the Manne Corps is organized,
traned. and eyuipped to

provade Flevt Manine Fotves of comibincad atis, togethet with suppaniing air compuonents, fi

setvice with the § nded Sates Floet in the scrzure of defenwe of adsancad nasal hases and foe the
votdut o s h Land opetations as may be cosential 1o the proseyute of 2 aaval campagn
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The Marine Corps has the capability to respond to operations not associated with
naval campaigns. *‘For example, the utilization of Marines in Korea and later in
South Vietnam is typical of the type mission which may be assigned to the Corps at
the direction of the President.’'%

The combat portion of the Marines is called the operating forces of the Marine
Corps and is composed of the Marine complement aboard naval vessels, the
security forces on duty with naval shore activities, Marine combat forces not
otherwise assigned, special activity forces, and the Fleet Marine Forces—of which
there are cumrently two: Fleet Marine Force, Pacific and Fleet Marine Force,
Atlantic. Operstional control of the Fleet Marine Forces resides with the respective
US Navy fleet commanders,”’ while administrative control is exercised by the
Commandant of the Marine Corps.

The Marine Corps doctrine emphasizes close integration of air and ground
operations. The Marine forces are normally organized into a Marine air-ground task
force. This task force is composed of a command element with three subordinate
clements—ground combat, aviation combat, and combat service support.® There
are three types of marine air-ground task forces provided by the Fleet Marine
Forces. The Marinc amphibious unit is the smallest of the three and is used
primarily for operations of limited scope and duration. The Marine amphibious
brigade, which is capable of conducting sustained air-ground operations on a
limited scale. is the second type of task force. The Marine amphibious force is the
type of Marine air-ground task force appropriate to the majority of situations
involving Marines in sustaincd combat.®

When Marine forces are employed in joint or combined operations, Marine Corps
doctrine states that operational command by the unified or joint commander will be
**exercised through the service component commander and commanders of other
subordinate commands. ' Marine doctrine Zues on to state the Marine air-ground
ask force—the combat clement of Marine forces—can be employed in the
following ways: as a service component of the naval component of a unified
command, as an element of a joint task force under a unified command, as a
uniservice force under a unified or subordinate unified command, as a joint task
force under a specified command, or as a service component of the uaval
component of a specified command.*' The above relationship of the Marine air-
ground task force to the joint or combined command deals with its primary function
of amphibious operations and **will be employed as a uniscrvice force under the
unified command.’'® Marinc doctrine also states that when Marine forces are
operating as an element of a combined force, those Marine farces employed will be
used in accordance with the agreed doctrine of the military alliances panticipating in
the operation. For example, in NATO, Marine forces will be *guided by NATO
standardization agreements®' and by major NATO commanders’ exercise
directive|s)." ™™

Marine doctrine states that when the Marnine air-ground task force is employed. it
generally functions as a separate component of a naval task force, joint task force, -
or combined forve. with operational control passing to an operational commander us
direcied . “"The MAGTF [Marine air-ground task force] operates i« an imegral
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component under the command authority of the designated operational commander
land the] MAGTF commander retains operational control of all organic assets to
include Marine aviation, with priority of tasking aircraft in support of his ground
forces.""*

According to the Commandant. in a recent white letter, to achieve flexibility in
the Marine air-ground task force. ‘it is the Marine Corps policy that Flect Marine
Forces normally will be employed as integrated air-ground teams. The organization
of Marine air-ground task forces (MAGTFs). with integrated combined arms forces
capable of performing across the spectrum of combat situations, is unique to our
corps.”"*” Additionally, this white letter outlines policy and amplification to Marine
doctrine on the Marine air-ground task force contained in Fleet Marine Force
Manual 0=1. In brief, the white letter provides the following as examples of recent
evidence of the flexibility of Marine Corps doctrine to support amphibious and
sustained operations ashore:

Operational control of aviation assets will normally remain with the MAGTF commander and
pronty of tasking air support will go to the MAGTF ground forces; however, we must accept the
necessity of cor. mitting our aig ssscts alone when they arrive in theater prior to the ground forces,
which iv often the Cane.

While continuing to stress the optimum utility of MAGTF integrity, we st recognize the
nocesaty for contralized cuntrol but deceniralized execution of tasks. . . . | {reaffirm] my policy
that. when operating in a3 nonamphibious eavimames, OPCON (operstional control) of
MAGTFs may be cacrcived by wwhunified commanden down through compe-equivalent
commanden

in another whitc ictter, the Commandant provided amplification on Marine
doctrine for the employment of the Marine air-ground task force during
nonamphibious operations.* The Commandant stated the Marine Corps is prepared
1o operate in any battlefield scenario, and its ability to contribute to the success of
the theater mission is inherent in the Marinc air and ground combat elements
working together as 8 tightly integrated entity. ™ This white letter provides guidance
during sustained operations ashore. As viewed by the Marine Corps. this
employment will be as follows:

The integisty of the MAGTE s sn air-ground wam (will be maintsined with) aperstional control
of weganis Manne TACAIR® retaincy! by the MAGTF during youm {and operatiom. The MAGTF
will panale wetcs W the pedt fid commandkr in i e of air dfeme, long-range
michininn, st heg range nvonnanance [29d] Manae TACAIR wwtics avatablc w ¢acess of
MAGTE reguirements will be mande v aslable G Ihe ol Iurce Conmamicr at

Finally, the white letier states the "MAGTF commander is a “uniservice
commaider” {which] establishes the hasis for the integrity of the MAGTF as an

entiy
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In summary, the Marine Corps believes in the principles of unity of command
and effort wherein a single commander exercises operational command through
component or subordinate commands. Through its policy statements, the Marine
Corps states its belief that the Marine air-ground task force, when employed in
nonamphibious operations, will be used as a uniservice force reporting directly to
the joint or unified commander.

US Air Force Doctrine

The Air Force. like the Army, articulates its fundamental doctrine in basic—or
capstone—publications. The basic doctrine of the Air Force is found in Air Force
Manual 1-). Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air Force.
However, unlike the Army, the Air Force has a family of basic doctrines. Air Force
Manual 1-] is the umbrella doctrine for the family of basic doctrines, which ix
published in the )-series manuals. Operational doctrine is published in the 2-series
manuals, and each major command publishes mission-oriented doctrine in the
major command series. For example, Tactical Air Command (TAC) publishes
doctrine for tactical air operations in its Tactical Air Command Manual 2-),
Tactical Air Operations. Major command doctrine is in line with Air Foree basic
and operational doctrine.

The peimary sourve used to develop this section is Air Forve Manual 1-1. The
Preface in this manual states:

Ths nuanual 1v an authontative statement fue the cmployment of A Forge rewurces. As sich, the
tetms ud here aiv dewnptive o aature and should be vicwedd from a phrossphical, mo s legal,
conleat. . Dt fure punt operaduns descnbes service responuhilitics for fune enaploymont
by two or mure US maliany services. . Dhtring for combined oferation is coundimaiod among
the sen e of momber natusm of defome allwaces ™

Air Forve basic doctrine begins with a disgussion of national power and the
military instrumcent. It describes<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>